STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Ramesh Bhardwaj





......Complainant






Vs.
P.I.O./Director, Health & Family Welfare, Pb


.....Respondent

CC No. 149 of 2006:

Present:
Shri Rajinder Sud, Superintendent, 


     
O/o Health and Family Welfare

      
Dr. Harish Malhotra, Civil Surgeon, Patiala and Sr. Medical 


Laboratory Technician (Retd.)
Order:


In his letter dated December 12, 2006, the complainant has submitted that his application dated July 14, 2005 (This should read as July 14, 2006), made to the Public Information Officer O/o the Director, Health Services, Punjab,                         in respect of his medical imbursement with due payment of fee, in the shape of Bank Draft has drawn no response. Thereafter, he filed an appeal before the first Appellate Authority on August 27, 2006, but he had not been given any hearing by the Appellate Authority to date. However, thereafter, he has received letter dated October 16, 2006 giving information to him which he states is not correct and is factually wrong. Hence the complaint before this Commission.
2. On behalf of the P.I.O., the Superintendent has filed a letter dated                      March 5, 2007 (covering letter with copy of an earlier letter dated March 1, 2007, in which he states that full reply has been given. Further, he has also supplied copies of other replies given earlier dated August 24, 2006 with annexures dated May 23, 2006 and August 23, 2006. He has also provided copy of a letter containing instructions of government in respect of out-door treatment  and reimbursement dated May 18, 1998. The Superintendent has been asked to prepare an index with date, of the documents being supplied to the Court today and to give copy thereof to the applicant as well. The applicant seeks time to study the case since according to him the information supplied is wrong and 
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factually incorrect. He is given time to do so. It is however, observed that he must bear in mind that the request for information should be only with reference to his original application dated July 14, 2006 and not for any other information which may be added by him later on.


To come up on April 18, 2007 for further proceedings. 
SD






SD:

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


   (Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

March 06, 2007.
Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Shashi Bhushan Nagpal


 ......Complainant






Vs.
P.I.O./ D.P.I. (Secondary) Punjab.


.....Respondent
AC No. 079  of 2006:

Present:
Shri S.B. Nagpal, Advocate, for the appellant.



Shri Pritam Singh, Superintendent O/o D.P.I. (Secondary) Pb. 

Order:


Shri Pritam Singh, Superintendent, being an authorized representative of the Public Information Officer, has stated that a reply dated March 2, 2007 was sent to the address indicated by the applicant through an official of the department but has been received back and it has been reported that the applicant has shifted from the said premises. The information is, therefore, being handed over to him through Court, today. The P.I.O. has been directed to place a copy of the said information on the file for record of the Court also. The applicant wants some time to study the record.

2. Since the information asked for is vast and covering about 35 years span and en compasse the entire department of Education, the applicant states that he will have no problem if a similar order, as passed in case AC-80 of 2006 pertaining to his application in respect of the Department of Treasury, Punjab. Is passed in this case as well. The P.I.O. may also see that whether it would suit him.     To come up on April 18, 2007.



SD





SD:

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

March 06, 2007.
Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Gurdeep Singh





 ......Complainant






Vs.
P.I.O./Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar.


.....Respondent
CC No.667 of 2006:

Present:
Shri Amarjot Singh son and Attorney of Shri Gurdeep Singh 


complainant.



None for the respondent-department. 

Order:

Shri Gurdeep Singh, vide his complaint dated October 23, 2006 stated that his application dated August, 02, 2006 made to the Public information Officer, Punjab Technical University, Ladhowali Road, Jalandhar with payment of Rs. 180/- vide Bank Draft No: 129794, has not drawn any response. After waiting for a long time, he has filed this complaint and requests that the information may be made available to him. The complaint was sent to the Public Information Officer, Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar on October 30, 2006 asking for his response within 15 days, with a copy to the complainant. The P.I.O. has,                    by this letter dated November 24, 2006, sent a reply to the Commission.                     The complainant also confirms having received the same. However, he states that the reply is not specific to his application in respect of points 1 and 2 and neither has a copy of the Rule Book been supplied nor any indication of the amount required to be paid for it. 
2. The questions and the replies have been seen and the grievance of the applicant appears correct and the replies are not to the point. The P.I.O. is directed to give clear and specific reply on the points on which information has been sought and also to supply a copy of the Punjab Technical University Rule Book by April 5, 2007, without fail, under due receipt of the applicant.
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3.  Compliance report of the same and a copy of the information supplied should be filed in this Court on the next date of hearing, that is, April 11, 2007, positively. In case the applicant has received the information, as indicated above, he need not attend the next date and the case will be disposed of accordingly.

Adjourned to April 11, 2007.




SD:






SD:

   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


   (Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

March 06, 2007.
Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34 Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri B.R. Bhadhi






......Complainant
Punjab State Consumer Redressal Forum


--- Respondents

AC No:  003  of 2007. 
Present:
None for the appellant.

 

Shri Bhag Singh, Registrar-cum- P.I.O. O/o Punjab State 



Consumer Redressal Forum.
Order:

Shri B.R. Bhadhi, vide his letter dated 21-12-2006, received in this office on 04-01-07 submitted that his application dated 12-10-06 made to the president, State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission Punjab, Chandigarh had not drawn any response. He stated that on October 26, 2006, the State public Information officer returned his; two postal orders amounting to Rs.25/-,                           xdbut detached the Indian Postal Order worth Rs.10/- knowingly and gave a wrong reply. Thereafter, he filed appeal dated November 04, 2006 against the said wrong reply but the Appellate Authority refused to provide the desired information vide letter No. SCDRC Punjab/SA dated November 23, 2006.
2. The complaint was referred to the P.I.O. concerned, who has filed a detailed reply dated February 28, 2007 in the Court today. In their reply, it is stated that it was not clear from the application as to what information was being sought and the applicant had been requested to clarify. He had also been informed that the fee to seek information was Rs.10/- and therefore, the two Postal orders of Rs.20/- and Rs/5/- were being returned. Instead of giving details of the information sought, the appellant had chosen to file an appeal before the Appellate Authority. The Appellate Authority, in his order dated November 23, 2006 had noted the above mentioned facts and had also stated that Shri Bhadhi was seeking information in respect of a judicial case filed before the District Consumer Court and testified that against the dispensation and dismissal of this case on 
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the grounds of it being time-barred, he had filed an appeal before the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, Punjab. In his appeal, Shri Bhadhi had given the desired clarification and sought information as under:-



“ It is quite clear that what information I am seeking from 

the Commission under the R.T.I. Act, 2005 I sought 


information under RTI Act that how my application was 

time-barred as decided on 23-6-06 by DCVDRF Jall 
`

against which I had to file an appeal before your 


Hon.ble SCRC Pb. Vide Appeal No.1189/06.”

3.
The Appellate Authority under the R.T.I.decoded that whether the case was justifiably treated as time-barred or not, was under consideration of the Appellate Authority under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 and the appeal of                                Shri Bhadhi was pending before the said Commission and the matter being                     sub judice, he had stated finally:-

“The matter being sub judice is to be adjudicated by this 
Commission on the judicial side. The information sought under 
the R.T.I. Act cannot be furnished to Shri B.R. Bhadhi. Let                        
Shri 
Bhadhi be informed accordingly. The postal order worth 
Rs.45/-(20+10+10+5) be returned to the appellant-Shri B.R. 
Bhadhi.








Sd: Appellate Authority








(Under RTI Act, 2005)









23-11-2006.”

4.
Now the representative of the Commission has stated that the said appeal, which was pending before the State Consumer Redressal Commission, Punjab has since been decided on January 17, 2007. The entire subject-matter of the appeal is whether the case has been rightly rejected on grounds of being time barred or not and after due analysis, the order of the District Forum has been upheld. The copy of the said order has since been provided to Shri Bhadhi. As such, the full information, which he has sought, has, in this manner, been provided to him.
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5.
We are satisfied that all information which was sought by Shri B.R. Bhadhi has since been provided to him. It appears to be by way of putting pressure on a judicial court to give an early dispensation. With these remarks, the case is hereby disposed of.
SD






SD:
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 




(Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

March 06, 2007.
Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rakesh Sharma





 ......Complainant
Vs.
Asstt. Food & Supplies Officer, Barnala


.....Respondent
CC No. 671  of 2006:

Present: None for the complainant.


     Shri Joginder Singh P.I.O. for the respondent-deptt.
Order:

The complainant had filed an application for information dated October 31, 2006, in which he complaint about the joint holding of Kerosene Depot under the name and style of M/s Gurdas Chand Ashok Kumar and the depot had been running for ¾ years without being transferred to the right owner. The complainant had also filed petition on September 14, 2006 to the Food and Civil Supplies Controller, Sangrur with Demand Draft of Rs.50/- bearing No.661893,, but no reply to this complaint had been received, whereby he was again asked to file a complaint on December 30, 2006 with a deposit of Rs.110/-. This indicates that the complainant originally filed the application in the 9th month and again filed application in December before the same authority at Barnala, whereas in the meanwhile he made the same complaint in October. Also the concerned P.I.O. does not seem to have all the relevant papers and to answer his queries of September. His plea is that he has recently been transferred to the present post and did not possess the record of the previous officer. Therefore, it is ordered that the Public Information Officer should bring the correct documents on the next date of hearing which is fixed as March 14, 2007.

Adjourned to March 14, 2007.



SD:





SD:

 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



 (Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

March 06, 2007.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Smt. Satya Bhatti






......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/B.D.& P.O. Dera Bassi

















.....Respondent
CC No. 654 of 2006:

Present:
Satya Bhatti, complainant in person.



With Mr. S.S. Bhatti, Member-Finance Secretary of the Gram 


Jan Kalyan Sanstha of village Nagla.



None for the P.I.O./O/o BD&PO, Derabassi. 

Order:

Shmt. Satya Bhatti, vide her complaint dated October 13, 2006 made to this Commission has submitted that her application dated July 6, 2006 with a requisite fee made to the PIO/Block Development & Panchayats Officer,                    Dera Bassi, in connection with erstwhile Gram Panchayat of 1998-2003 of village Nagla Block, Derabassi Patiala has drawn no response within the stipulated time. Thereafter, she had filed an appeal to the P.I.O. Office of the Director, Rural Development & Panchayats Chandigarh vide her petition dated August 22, 2006, which too failed to get any response from this office either. However, he received a letter dated August 17, 2006 from the B.D.&.O. (Assistant P.I.O.) on           September 17, 2006, which was a copy endorsed to her of a letter issued to the defaulting Ex-Sarpanch only. As such it was quite irrelevant with reference to the application of the petitioner dated July 6, 2006. A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned P.I.O. for his response within 15 days for the consideration of the Commission.  He was asked to endorse a copy of this reply to the complainant. 
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2.
The P.I.O who refers to himself as the BD & P.O. and not P.I.O. has sent a reply vide No.5051 dated 12-12-2006 stating that the required information has already been sent to Smt. Satya Bhatti vide his letter No.3037 dated 14-11-2006. There is no copy of the information so supplied. Smt. Satya Bhatti has also denied having received the same. Neither has the PIO/BD&PO cared to be present in Court today despite adequate notice issued for today’s hearing on February 12, 2007. In fact, the letter addressed to the P.I.O/office of the B.D.P.O. Derabassi (Mohali) by the dispatcher of this Commission, has reverted back with remarks, that, “No such officer of this name (designation) sits in this office.” The Commission takes serious note of the attitude and the manner of attending to the communications from this Commission, leave alone, the manner in which the application of the complainant dated July 6, 2006 has been attended to by the P.I.O, as has already been detailed in the foregoing paragraph.
3.
The P.I.O. is hereby directed to supply point-wise information along with full documents applied for by the applicant by April 5, 2007 under due receipt of the applicant without fail and to file compliance of the report in this Court on                      April 11, 2007 along with copies of the information supplied, for record of the Court. It is not expected that after 1-1/2 years of the coming into force of the                         R.T.I Act, the B.D.P.O’s office and the B.D&P.O are still not aware of the provisions of the Act and of the fact that there is a Public Information Officer designated under it and it is the B.D.& P.O. himself, who is Public Information Officer–cum-P.I.O.
4.
In addition, the P.I.O. is hereby directed to appear personally before the Commission on April 11, 2007 along with a written explanation in terms of Section 20(1) Proviso, dealing with penalty as to why action under the same should not be initiated against him. He may take note that in case he does not file any explanation and does not appear personally, the case will be decided                    ex parte.. Adjourned to April 11, 2007.


SD:







SD:

 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



    (Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

March 06, 2007. Opk’


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kidar Nath





 ......Appellant






Vs.
The PIO, O/O Sub Divisiional Officer(Civi), Rajpura.
.....Respondent
AC No. 134  of 2006 
Present: None for the complainant.


     None for the P.I.O./ O/o respondent-department.
Order:

None has come present to appear in Court despite notice having been sent by registered post on February 12, 2007, which has bounced back with “illegible” remarks.

 In the interests of justice, notice is directed to be re-issued to the P.I.O. O/o Sub-Divisional Officer (Civil), Rajapura, by Regd. Post, (along with the appeal and its annexure), as also to the Appellant informing him about  the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to April 11, 2007.

SD:






SD:
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 




(Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

March 06, 2007.
Ptk



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Consumer & Human Rights Forum(Regd.)

Civil Lines, Fazilka.




 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Secretary.,Govt. of Punjab,

Ministry of Food & Supplies & Public Distribution(Consumer Affairs)

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.














.....Respondent
CC No.688  of 2006 
Present:
None for the  Complainant.


Shri Gurnek Singh(authorized representativeof the PIO and



Shri Bhag Singh, Registrar, State Consumer Redressal 



Commission, Punjab.
Order:


Shri Ravi Juneja, vide his complainant dated 23.10.06 has submitted that his application  dated 14.09.06 made to the address of PIO, Secretary to Govt. of Punjab, Ministry of Food Supply & Public Distribution (Consumer Affairs), Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh, with due payment of fee vide postal order of Rs. 10/- on 14.09.06 has not been attended to. His complaint was forwarded to the PIO,  on 3rd November, 2006 for response within 15 days for consideration of the State Information Commission. Vide letter dated21.11.06, the APIO write to the Registrar, Punjab Information Commission that Shri Ravi Juneja’s application concerned the State Consumer Reprisal Forum and he had been advised vide letter dated 11.10.06 to address the PIO of the said Commission, directly. 
2.
Shri Shri Juneja was advised vide letter dated 11.10.06 that the said Commission was a judicial body set up under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 and works under the provisions thereof. The State Government cannot interfere in the area of the jurisdiction and is not  entitled to prefer any appeal against the decisions of the Commission. Shri Juneja was also advised in the same letter by the APIO  to approach the Chairman, State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, Punjab, SCO No. 3009-10, Sector 22-D, Chandigarh, directly  The fee had also been returned. 
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3.
A copy of the reply dated 21.10.06 received from APIO, alongwith a copy of the letter dated 11.10.06 addressed to Shri Ravi Juneja had earlier been sent to the complainant for his comments, if any, and he has sent a two page response letter dated 4.12.2006.
4.
It is observed that the applicant had already sent the requisite fee alongwith the application made to the PIO of the Administrative Department. It is also observed that the PIO, O/O Principal Secretary, Department of Food and Supplies, Punjab was required, as provided u/s 6(3) of the Act to transfer the said application at his own level within 5 days to the concerned PIO under intimation to the applicant. This was not done by him. The representative of the PIO states that the entire papers including photocopy of the original form were forwarded now to the Registrar on 2.3.07. The Registrar was requested by the PIO to appear before the State Information Commission and give the required clarification with reference to the complaint. Thus the original complaint has been transferred by the Department to the Registrar, today after retaining the photocopy. 
5.
Sh.Bhag Singh, Registrar of the above said Commission who has not been summoned but is present today in connection with another case states that Shri Ravi Juneja has not applied to the PIO of the said commission. No application under Right to Information act has been received till date. So the question of supplying the information to him does not arise. Shri Bhag Singh Registrar has stated that no fee has been received as per the mendatory provision. It is observed that the intention of the Act is not to earn the money but only to identify the applications made under the Right to Information Act and to put them into the fast track mode for effective supply of information by the machinery under the RTI Act. Shri Ravi Juneja had already made the payment as per the requirements as it is PIO who has made a mistake by sending the money back instead of sending it to the correct address. It is hereby ordered that no fee shall be charged from Shri Ravi Juneja as application fee, and documents, if any, which are to be supplied to him shall also be provided free of charge  the provisions of Section 7(6) of the Act dealing with disposal of request as provision of supply of documents without fee if not supplied within the stipulated period.
CC No.688  of 2006 
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6. Shri  Bhag Singh, Registrar has asked for the adjournment since he has just received the papers which is granted. Further the response of the complainant to the letter of the PIO, has also been provided to him today through Court. The Registrar stated that the  information in matters which relates directly to the Commission shall be supplied. However, most of the queries relate to the State Government and are to be dealt with by them. It is hereby directed that representative of the PIO may sit with the Registrar and sort out the matter.                                                                     
Both the PIO of the Department and of the State Information Commission should file their replies before the said Commission and supply the same to the complainant by 5th April positively under due receipt and file compliance  report in this Court on the next date of hearing on 11th April, 2007.


Adjourned to 11th April, 2007. 

SD:







SD:
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 




(Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

March 06, 2007.
Ptk


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Charanjit Singh





Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Principal, Govt.Sr. Sec. School, Goraya,Jalandhar
Respondent
CC No.709  of 2006 
Present:
Sh. Charanjit Singh complainant in person


Sh. Nachhatar Singh Mehmi, Lect. Pol.Science and


Sh. Tarsem Lal(Retd.) on behalf of  respondent.
Order:
Shri Charanjit Singh has filed a complaint in this Commission on 1.11.06 that his complaint sent by registered post alongwith requisite fee vide draft dated 4.10.06 to the address of the Principal, Govt. Sr. Secondary School Goraya (Jalandhar) under  the RTI Act has not drawn any response. In fact, he had sent many reminders under registered post but all of them were returned unopened by the said Principal. His representation was regarding the withdrawal of an increment which he had been enjoying upon promotion, which was withdrawn arbitrarily and without assigning any reason. The information sought by him was in respect of the order on the basis of which the aforesaid increment of the applicant was deleted from his service book. The complaint was sent to the PIO concerned on the 13/14th November for response within 15 days for consideration of the Commission. The reply was received from the Principal, Pal Singh on 7.12.06. However I find that the reply of the PIO is not to the point. It is stated that the increment had been given inadvertently and was withdrawn when the mistake came to light. A copy of any specific written order  effect made by the competent authority for withdrawing the said increment with retrospective effect, if it exists is required to be supplied to the applicant as per his request. 
2.
The representatives of the PIO who are present today have stated that they do not have copy of the original application for information under the RTI Act. It is correct that they do not have a copy, since the applications sent by Shri Charanjit Singh have been refused to be accepted by the Principal as stated earlier, but at the same time a copy of the full set of papers including the
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complaint had been sent by this Commission to the concerned PIO. The copy of the complaint  was received since the reply dated 7.12.06 is in response to this. Moreover, the letter enclosed by the Principal shows that Punjabi Master or Teachers etc. are not entitled to an additional increment on promotion as per the letter dated 22.8.06 whereas the applicant is asking for information regarding 2003.

3.
The PIO is hereby directed to give him the order of the competent authority, for the withdrawal of increment and for  recovery, if any.  It should be supplied to the applicant by 5.4.2006 without fail under due receipt from the applicant and to file compliance report and a copy of the  information supplied in this court  for record. In case the applicant has received the information, as directed by this Court, he need not to appear on the next date of hearing i.e. on 11.4.2007.


Adjourned to 11.4.2007.
SD:






SD:
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 




(Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

March 06, 2007.
Ptk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Satish Chander Bhagar



 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O D.E.C (Sec.) Jalandhar
















.....Respondent
CC No. 712 of 2006 
Present:
Shri Satish Chander Bhagar, complainant in person


None for the Respondent.

Order:


The applicant has stated that all the documents which he had asked for have been given to him duly attested except one in which he has requested that photocopy of the original(not translated) should be sent to him. In view of this the PIO is hereby directed to supply the attested copy of the document asked for to the applicant by 5th April, 2007 positively under due receipt and to file a copy of the information supplied to the applicant in this Court in compliance of this order on the next date of hearing i.e.on 11.4.2007.

Adjourned to 11th april, 2007.


SD:






SD

 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 




(Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

March 06, 2007.
Ptk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Swarn Singh Sanehi





Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Director Rural Dev. And Panchayat,Punjab.

Respondent
AC No. 73 of 2006 
Present:
None for the applicant.


Shri Ram Pal, Secretary Panchayat, Phillaur.
Order:
A copy of the orders dated 6.2.2007, passed by this Commission has been handed over to Shri Ram Pal, Secretary, Panchayat, who has asked for the same. He has been asked to give the entire position regarding the 3 applications moved by Shri Swarn Singh Sanehi as to whether they all are identical with the application dated 10.4.2006. He should give the factual position on the next date of hearing  i.e. 13th March, 2007.
Adjourned to 13th  March, 2007.


SD:






SD
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 




(Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

March 06, 2007.
Ptk


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ramesh Kumar Bhalla





Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O District Welfare Officer, Ludhiana.


Respondent
CC No. 663 of 2006 
Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri Rajinder Kumar, Tehsil Welfare Offficer,



 for the Responden-Deptt..
Order:

Shri Rajinder Kumar,Distt. Welfare Officer, Ludhiana appeared today for the P.I.O. and stated that  the complainant visited the office of Distt. Welfare Officer, Ludhiana on 25.9.06 and inspected the relevant record. He also stated that the complainant withdrawn his IPOs after his complete satisfaction. He also stated that in another letter addressed to Shri Rajan Kashyap, CIC, the complainant expressed his desire to withdraw his complaint. Shri Rajinder Kumar promised to give all these facts in written on the next date of hearing in this Commission. In view of these circumstances, the case stands disposed of

Adjourned to 13th March , 2007.
SD:






SD:
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 




(Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

March 06, 2007.
Ptk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Charanjit Singh Marfat



Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Distt. Welfare Officer, Bhatinda.


.Respondent
CC No.643  of 2006 
Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the Respondent.
Order:


Case has been  called couple of times during the day. Court time is over. Adjourned to 11th April, 2007.
               SD:






SD::
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 




(Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

March 06, 2007.
Ptk
